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Contracted	site:	artist	on	paper,	drawing	
Sharon	Jewell	
Traditionally	the	notion	of	drawing	in‐situ	has	suggested	the	physical	presence	
of	 the	 artist	 in	 the	 environment	 under	 scrutiny.	 The	 assumption	 here	 of	
enhanced	 connectivity,	 however,	 is	 hasty	 in	 light	 of	 the	 idea	 that	 situation	
implies	 a	 relative	 spatial	 value	 determined	 by	 the	 interplay	 of	 subject	 and	
location,	 where	 the	 possibility	 of	 not	 being	 “in‐situ”	 is	 problematic.	 The	 fact	
that	traditional	drawing	in‐situ,	such	as	the	rendering	of	landscape,	requires	a	
framing	 of	 the	 world	 “out	 there”	 suggests	 a	 distance	 between	 the	 perceived	
object	of	representation	and	the	drawing	surface.	Rather	than	suggesting	that	
some	drawing	is	situated	and	other	sorts	of	drawing	are	not,	however,	I	argue	
that	 situation	 or	 site	 is	 variously	 extended	 and	 intensified	 depending	 on	 the	
nature	of	mediation	between	surface	and	environment.	The	suggestion	here	is	
that	site	is	not	so	much	a	precondition	as	a	performative	function,	developed	in	
the	 act	 of	 drawing	 and	 always	 implicating	 the	 drawing	 surface.	 In	 my	
discussion	I	 focus	on	specific	works	by	Toba	Khedoori	and	Cameron	Robbins.	
As	well,	 in	using	my	own	recent	drawing	practice	as	a	case	study,	I	argue	that	
the	geography	of	site	is	delimited	neither	by	horizon	nor	the	boundaries	of	the	
paper.	 Rather,	 I	 propose	 that	 site	 and	 drawing	 surface	 coincide	 in	 variously	
intensive	and	extensive	ways.		
Key	words:	Drawing;	in‐situ;	landscape;	surface;	intensive;	extensive.	
To	draw	on	location	is	to	have	faith	that	there	is	advantage	in	the	unmediated	
vista:	 its	 light	 is	 my	 light,	 while	 the	 event	 of	 space	 	 ‐	 its	 horizon	 and	
convergences	‐	occurs	directly	upon	my	eye.	My	extraction	and	abstraction	of	
its	 elements	 testify	 to	 an	 understanding	 of	 this	 place,	 and	 a	 command	 of	 the	
medium.	 Yet	 there	 is	 always	 so	 much	 that	 escapes	 definition,	 that	 can	 be	
managed	though	not	totalized,	by	naming	and	framing	‐	two	actions	that	come	
from	 somewhere	beyond	 this	 situation.	Did	 I	 come	 to	 this	 landscape	or	did	 I	
bring	it	with	me?	Perhaps	few	artists	are	more	known	for	situating	themselves	
in	the	“real	world”	than	Paul	Gauguin	when,	in	1891,	he	threw	in	his	lot	for	the	
primitive	 purity	 of	 Tahiti.	 Yet	 as	 Foster	 et	 al.	 have	 noted,	 “the	 bold	 contours	
Gauguin	derived	 from	the	stone	sculptures	of	Breton	churches,	as	well	as	 the	
strong	colors	he	developed	from	Japanese	prints,	persisted”	(2011,	p.65).	 
Lawrence	Durrell	seems	to	have	recognised	the	conundrum	of	the	artist	in	the	
landscape,	 the	 impossibility	of	 finding	an	out‐there	 for,	 as	he	has	written,	 “all	
landscapes	ask	the	same	question	in	the	same	whisper.	I	am	watching	you	‐	are	
you	 watching	 yourself	 in	 me?”(Durrell	 1969,	 p.158).	 Yet	 how	 else	 can	 this	
sketch	unfold,	but	 through	an	outward	glance	and	a	knowledge	of	drawing?	 I	
hold	the	pencil	before	my	eye,	squinting	at	the	judgment	of	an	angle;	I	frame	up	
my	view.	 I	 am	aware	of	 the	optimum	scope	of	 the	visual	 field.	All	 this	 I	 have	
brought	 with	me	 in	 readiness,	 just	 as	 Gauguin	 brought	 his	 colours	 and	 bold	
contours.	I	am	not	expecting	to	encounter	myself	out	there,	as	Durrell	suggests.	
If	I	were	out‐there,	then	the	one	left	holding	the	pencil	would	be	no	more	than	
the	vanishing	point	of	the	landscape,	looking	back.	
In	 the	 course	 of	 the	 morning,	 in‐situ,	 the	 revealing	 light	 hits	 me	 hard.	 The	
grasses	 that	were	 the	 oblique	 dashes	 of	 the	 pencil	 now	begin	 to	 scratch	 and	
irritate,	more	 like	 points	 than	 lines.	 Insects	 land	 on	 the	 paper,	 dirt	 and	 dust	
smudge	 in	 both	 inconvenient	 and	 fortuitous	 ways	 and	 the	 wind	 buffets	 the	
page	 like	 an	 ill‐furled	 sail.	 In	 short,	 situation	 creeps	 up	 on	me.	 The	out‐there	
that	 was	 the	 ground	 for	 my	 enterprise	 now	 seems	 further	 removed,	 for	 the	
thread	 that	 bound	 the	 horizon	 in	 the	world	 to	 the	 horizon	 on	my	 paper	 has	
become	ensnared	 in	a	 litany	of	 gnarly	and	bristling	 things.	The	 immediacy	of	
the	 situation	 has	 less	 and	 less	 to	 do	 with	 that	 other	 place,	 whose	 diffuse	
radiance	 converges	 on	 my	 retina,	 and	 only	 my	 retina,	 from	 some	 other	
imaginary.	 As	 Jeff	 Malpas	 has	 observed:	 “landscape	 is	 the	 product	 of	 an	
essentially	‘representational’	construal	of	our	relation	to	the	world	that	always	
involves	 separation	 and	 detachment”	 (Malpas,	 2011,	 p.6).	 The	 whisper	 in	
Durrell’s	 landscape	 is	no	distant	voice.	 It	 is	 the	buzz	of	 a	 cicada,	 the	 crack	of	
sticks,	the	crumple	of	paper.	It	is	the	land	beneath	my	feet,	and	the	grit	 in	my	
eyes.	Where	Durrell	 looks	back	to	see	a	lone	writer	standing	upon	a	radiating	
ground,	 I	 feel	 only	 the	 sharp	 edge	 of	 immediacy.	 My	 paper	 is	 no	 longer	 the	
picture	plane	or	support,	that	conceit	of	neutrality,	it	so	recently	seemed	to	be.	
Rather	it	is	a	substrate	across	which	the	world	variously	passes	and	takes	root,	
that	 stick	 ends	 can	 stab	and	whose	glaring	whiteness	 could	 send	you	blind.	 I	
am,	now,	drawing	in‐situ.	
Martin	Heidegger	 insists	 that	we	are	always	already	thrown	into	the	midst	of	
life	and	possibility.	There	is	no	other	way:	to	be	is	to	be	in.	“Being	in	the	middle	
of	things,”	writes	Barbara	Bolt	of	Heidegger’s	human	drama,	“it	is	in	use,	not	in	
consciousness,	that	we	have	access	to	things”	(Bolt,	2004,	p.48).	In	my	efforts	to	
grasp	 the	 world	 in	 drawing,	 the	 contemplative	 outward	 view	 has	 never	
satisfied,	 for	me,	a	question	of	place.	 I	would	agree	with	 Jeff	Malpas	when	he	
writes:	 “To	 experience	 a	 landscape	 is	 to	 be	 active	 within	 it:	 (Malpas,	 2011,	
p.14).	 I	 do	 not	 stand	 back	 but	move	 in,	 and	 while	 the	 nearest	 surface	 upon	
which	the	 inquiring	eye	makes	 landfall,	may	be	two	yards	or	two	miles	away,	
there	is	much	going	on	closer	to	home,	right	there	on	the	skin,	and	on	the	paper	
substrate.		
Where	then	is	site?	How	close	to	the	bone	must	the	engagement	be	to	put	me	
in‐situ?	From	the	phenomenological	perspective	of	Heidegger,	we	are	always	in	
situ,	always	in	an	interaction	with	the	world.	To	draw,	therefore,	is	to	construct	
site,	 through	 a	 specific	 interaction,	 even	 while	 the	 reflective	 consciousness	
interprets	a	visual	message	from	afar.	However,	there	is	a	difference	between	
the	acknowledgement	of	the	nearness	of	things	in	a	drawing	and	the	reaching	
out	not	only	to	the	perceptual	distance,	but	to	a	distance	already	brought	near	
through	 a	 knowledge	 of	 drawing.	 What	 is	 represented	 may	 bear	 some	
correspondence	 to	 the	 rises	 and	 falls,	 the	 occlusions	 and	 relations	 as	 they	
appeared	in	a	period	of	stillness.	But	they	also	bear	a	clear	relation	to	drawing	
as	a	discursive	practice	with	an	historic,	cultural	and	geographic	 “elsewhere”.	
As	Michel	de	Certeau	has	observed,	“in	isolating	the	object	of	his	(sic)	discourse	
from	 its	 historical	 genesis,	 an	 ‘author’	 in	 effect	 denies	 his	 real	 situation”	 (de	
Certeau,	 1984,	 p.44).	 Indeed,	 this	 drawing	 is	 made	 in‐situ,	 but	 a	 situation	
mediated	by	an	awareness	of	particular	and	discursive	conventions,	which	do	
not	 exist	 in	 the	 landscape	 at	 all.	 The	 drawing	 surface	 is	 the	 picture	 plane,	 a	
cultural	foundation	built	upon	the	material	substance	of	paper.	
Tim	 Ingold	 makes	 a	 clear	 case	 for	 the	 relative	 immediacy	 and	 diffusion	 of	
surface	in	directing	the	particular	reception	of	the	lines	that	mark	it.	He	urges,	
in	fact,	that	it	is	in	“the	nature	of	surfaces	rather	than	in	the	nature	of	lines	that	
the	crucial	differences	are	to	be	found”	(Ingold,	2007,	p.38).	To	a	scribe	of	the	
Middle	Ages,	he	suggests,	the	page	offered	a	landscape	across	which	the	reader‐
traveler	could	pick	up	stories	along	the	way;	for	the	Shaman	it	was	a	body	from	
which	voices	poured	 forth;	 for	 the	modern	reader	 it	 is	a	screen,	 “upon	which	
are	projected	graphic	images	of	verbal	sounds”	(Ingold,	2007,	p.	p.37).	Ingold	is	
suggesting	that	the	page,	on	the	one	hand,	whether	apprehended	as	landscape	
or	body,	is	a	site	that	manifests	itself,	rather	than	codifying	a	world	beyond	its	
estate.	 As	 a	 screen,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 it	 always	 points	 outward,	 to	 another	
place	 to	 which	 it	 is	 no	 longer	 topologically	 connected.	 In	 the	 immediacy	 of	
encounter	with	the	page	as	landscape	or	body	there	is	an	intensive	connection,	
a	sort	of	contraction,	between	the	world,	 the	page	and	the	reader.	 In	 the	sign	
based	mechanism	of	the	“modern”	page,	there	is,	instead,	an	attenuation,	or	an	
extensive	connection	between	the	world,	the	page	and	the	reader.		
In	 the	 first	 instance	 –	 page	 as	 landscape	 or	 body	 –	 there	 arises	 “a	 mutual	
reflection	 between	 imaging	 and	 ‘reality’”	 (Bolt,	 2006,	 p.60).	 The	 world	 is	
performed	to	the	extent	that	the	drawing,	in	unfolding,	generates	the	very	thing	
that	 it	 “names”.	 There	 is	 more	 than	 a	 hint	 of	 the	 “speech	 act”	 here,	 where	
utterance	 is	 generatively	 responsible	 for	 that	which	 it	 intones.	 In	 the	 case	 of	
visual	 art	 generally	 but	 drawing	 specifically,	 this	 performative	 dimension	
contracts	 the	out‐there	not	 only	 spatially,	 but	 also	 temporally,	 in	 a	methectic	
act.	 Paul	 Carter	 has	 used	 the	 term	methexis	 to	 refer	 to	 an	 “act	 of	 concurrent	
actual	production”	(Carter,	1996,	p.84)	in	which	the	site,	or	situation,	emerges	
in	the	act	of	 its	creative	telling.	Thus	 in	a	correlative	move,	 the	contraction	of	
site	to	the	surface	upon	or	within	which	the	drawing	is	performed,	expands	the	
world	 to	 the	 extent	 that	 the	 methectic	 act	 is	 productive	 rather	 than	
representational.	The	performative	drawing	creates	the	world	within	which	it	
emerges,	in	a	move	that	topologically	connects	it	in	space	and	time.	
Where	does	 that	 leave	us	with	regards	 to	site?	 Is	 it,	 then,	 that	 in	drawing	we	
must	 choose	 between	 a	 cool	 distance	 of	 representation	 or	 a	 hot	 seat	 in	 the	
crucible	 of	 production?	 I	 do	 not	 believe	 so.	 Seen	 in	 degrees	 of	 intensity	 and	
extensity	the	drawing	act	both	contracts	toward	its	site	and	casts	outward	in	a	
move	 that	 has	 both	 idiomatic	 and	 geographic	 stakes	 beyond	 the	 immediate	
location.	A	wonderful	example	of	this	double	movement	is	found	in	the	sparse,	
wax	covered	drawings	of	Toba	Khedoori.	While	 these	works,	 such	as	Untitled	
(Blocks),	2002,	or	Untitled	(Table	and	chair),	2002	depict	static	objects	from	the	
familiar	world	–	 small	against	 the	vast	 surfaces	 ‐	 they	appear	distinctly	apart	
from	any	real	 locality,	with	only	 the	 faintest	hint	of	 shadow,	or	none	at	all	 to	
suggest	a	whereabouts	of	placement	rather	than	place.	In	this	respect	the	“site”	
of	the	drawing	is	extended	to	the	infinite	vanishing	point	of	the	idea.	The	line	
connecting	 the	 immediate	 world	 and	 the	 object,	 floating	 unhinged	 on	 the	
surface	is	stretched	to	breaking.	And	yet,	right	there	in	the	waxy	surface	“like	
living	organisms	preserved	in	amber,	hand	prints,	dust,	stray	hair	and	smudges	
of	graphite	and	paint”	(Harris,	2005,	p.164).	The	surface,	contracted	 from	the	
extended	world	 to	 reveal	 itself	 as	 the	 site	 of	 the	 drawing,	 is	 an	 index	 of	 the	
performative	 intensity	 of	 the	 work,	 and	 the	 degree	 to	 which	 the	 drawing	 is	
evolving	in‐situ.	
The	necessary	precondition,	in	Khedoori’s	work,	to	the	emergence	of	site	is	the	
implication	 of	 the	 horizontally	 aligned	 surface.	 Life	 passes	 across	 the	
horizontal,	 floats	 down	 upon	 it,	 or,	 responding	 to	 the	 pressure	 of	 the	
atmosphere,	 leaves	 its	 gestural	 trace.	 Such	 are	 the	 forces,	 rather	 than	 the	
perceptions,	that	manifest	in	the	wind	machine	drawings	of	Cameron	Robbins	
(figure	1).	Robbins	describes	the	works	in	this	way:		
	“The	machines	 respond	 to	wind	 speed	 and	wind	 direction,	 and	 allow	
rain	and	sun	to	also	play	on	the	drawings…	the	wind	direction	orients	a	
swiveling	 drawing	 board	 connected	 to	 a	 wind	 vane,	 while	 the	 wind	
speed	drives	a	pen	on	a	wire	arm	around	in	a	cyclical	motion”	(Robbins,	
2013).	
The	 intensive	 site	 in	
Robbins’	 works	 is	
revealed	 in	 time,	 in	 the	
process	 of	 making.	
Because	 the	 drawings	 are	
the	 trace	 of	 weather	
movements,	 site	 is	
dependent	not	so	much	on	
a	 stable	 location	 as	 the	
changeable	 atmosphere:	
wind	currents	and	speeds,	
rain	 and	 even	 stillness.	
There	is	no	site	here	apart	
from	the	paper	 itself,	as	 it	
intersects	 with	 the	
weather‐world.			
									Figure	1.	Cameron	Robbins,	2011,.	Wind	drawing	
The	 contraction	 of	 movement	 in	 time	 onto	 the	 paper	 substrate	 reveals	 the	
drawing	 as	 a	 real	 system,	 responsive	 to	 the	 incremental	 changes	 in	 the	
atmosphere,	 rather	 than	 a	 modeled	 system,	 or	 representation,	 which	 might	
pick	up	on	perceived	and	interpreted	data	in	a	frozen	moment.		
There	 is	 a	 compelling	 similarity	 here,	 between	 the	 notion	 of	 intensive	 and	
extensive	 site	 and	 the	 explanation	 that	Mark	Bonta	 and	 John	Protevi	 offer	 of	
real	systems	on	the	side	of	complexity,	and	models	on	the	side	of	simplification.	
While	 real	 systems	 offer	 completely	 reliable	 knowledge,	 as	 in	 the	 drawings	
from	Robbins’	wind	drawing	machines,	the	knowledge	is	restricted	to	a	limited	
set	of	variables.	We	can	only	know	the	movements	and	changes	at	a	particular	
site	and	time,	and	we	can	only	know	them	as	they	appear	on	paper,	with	little	
scope	 for	 interpretation.	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 models	 –	 or	 systems	 of	
representation	–	appearing	to	offer	more	data,	more	knowledge,	can	only	do	so	
as	an	illusion	of	the	real	world	(Bonta	&	Protevi,	2004,	p.17).	For	Gilles	Deleuze,	
intensive	forces	of	real	systems	become	overwritten	or	buried	by	the	extensive	
patterns	of	the	actual,	(ibid.	p.18),	or,	we	might	say,	by	representations.	It	is	the	
power	 of	 the	 singular	 over	 the	 general	 that	 is	 at	 stake,	 a	 singular	 which,	
Deleuze	 claims,	 art	 re‐establishes.	 Borrowing	 famously	 from	 Paul	 Klee,	 he	
states	that	art’s	power	 is	to	render	these	 invisible	–	 intensive	–	 forces,	visible	
(Deleuze,	2003,	p.	57),	making	them	available	within	the	extensive	world.		
This	 is	 important	 to	 the	 current	 discussion	 of	 site,	 or	 situation,	 because	 it	
corroborates	the	notion	that	the	movement	from	extended	site	–	one,	say,	that	
takes	in	a	vast	out‐there	–	to	intensive	site	–	embracing	an	unmediated	intimacy	
between	 world	 and	 drawing	 surface	 –	 is	 one	 that	 implicates	 degrees	 of	
nearness	or	separation	based	on	increasingly	true,	or	intimate,	or	increasingly	
representative	 levels	of	modeling.	 It	 is	on	the	side	of	 intimacy	with	the	world	
that	 Robbins’	 drawings	 perform.	 The	 wind	 grips	 the	 articulated	 arm,	 and	
locates	 each	 and	 every	 variable,	 it	 would	 seem,	 in	 the	 possible	 range	 of	
movements.	 Robbins’	 machines	 do	 not	 so	 much	 draw	 in‐situ,	 but	 draw	 the	
situation	as	an	emergent	event.	
In	 both	 Khedoori’s	 and	 Robbins’	 works	 site	 reveals	 itself	 where	 the	 guiding	
hand	 retracts	 or	 forgets	 itself.	 In	 my	 own	 recent	 drawing	 practice,	 I	 have	
unwittingly	moved	toward	this	place	where	chance	and	direct	forces	take	on	a	
level	 of	 responsibility	 for	 the	 drawing.	 Rather	 than	moving	 back,	 however,	 I	
have	moved	further	in,	to	the	point	at	which	I	have	recently	placed	the	weight	
of	my	body	in	the	midst	of	the	drawing	surface,	so	that,	needless	to	say,	site	and	
drawing	are	utterly	inseparable,	to	the	extent	that	the	drawing	tailors	the	very	
territory	of	its	site.		
Throughout	2012	 I	made	 a	 series	 of	 drawings	on	 increasingly	 large	 surfaces,	
using	 increasingly	 fragmented	 marks	 that	 register,	 in	 their	 swarming	
thousands,	as	grey	immaterial	tones.	The	only	lines	in	the	drawings	were	those	
left,	intermittently,	as	negative	traces,	between	the	clouds	of	tiny	marks.	There	
was	a	point	at	which	 I	reoriented	these	 large	drawings	 to	a	 table	surface	and	
the	 sense	 of	 separation	 between	 my	 position	 on	 one	 side	 and	 that	 of	 the	
drawing	 on	 the	 other,	 on	 the	 wall,	 completely	 vanished.	 A	 connection	 was	
established	with	the	work,	as	I	leant	over	it	and	moved	around	it.	
Once	 orientated	 horizontally,	 landscape	 becomes	 land,	 coextensive	 with	 the	
world	of	real	space,	where	a	complex	of	air	currents,	sounds,	dust	and	cat	move	
seamlessly	between	drawing	surface	and	the	ground	that	laps	at	its	edges.	The	
axial	 determination	 of	 the	 wall	 mounted	 drawing	 bears	 no	 relevance	 in	 this	
reorientation.	Although	no	longer	aligned	with	my	vertical	body,	the	drawing	is,	
however,	now	aligned	with	the	movement	of	that	body,	across	the	ground.	With	
this	interaction	based	on	movement,	comes	a	sense	that	I	am	dealing	not	with	
illusory	 or	 abstract	 space,	 but	 with	 real	 space,	 real	 site.	 The	 drawing	 now	
shared	 the	 same	 perspectival	 distortions	 as	 the	 spatialised	 environment	 that	
surrounded	us,	not	to	mention	the	same	openness	and	availability	that	comes	
at	 the	 interception	 of	 gravitational	 forces.	 Indeed,	 I	 was	 now	 able	 to	 move	
upwards,	or	outwards	from	the	drawing	surface,	extending	the	linear	elements	
in	ways	that	would	be	impossible	from	the	verticality	of	the	wall	(see	figure	2).	
As	a	dancer,	Kim	Vincs	observes	a	similar	alteration	of	possibility	in	shifting	the	
active	axis	from	the	vertical	(standing	body)	to	the	horizontal	(lying	body).	In	
the	horizontal	position,	she	observes,	 “(a)ny	part	can	of	my	body	can	 initiate.	
Any	part	can	take	over”	(Vincs,	2010,	p.107).	
	
Figure	2:	Sharon	Jewell,	2012.	Line	to	surface	to	line.	Pen	and	paper	on	paper.	240	X	150	X	
220cm	
The	notion	of	drawing	as	a	possible	site,	a	place	that,	as	Ingold	had	suggested,	
could	 be	 traversed	 and	 in	 traversing,	 undergo	 topological	 restructuring,	
became	 central	 to	my	way	 of	 looking	 at	 these	works.	 This	 notion	 pointed	 to	
both	 an	 expressive	 veracity	 and	 material	 integrity	 inherent	 to	 surface,	
compelling	me	 to	 seek	 out	 a	 substrate	 that	would	 register	 the	 impact	 of	 real	
forces,	 in	 the	extraction	of	marks	rather	than	 in	their	 inscription.	 I	 found	this	
material	in	a	strong,	crisp	tracing	paper	that	creases	without	memory,	leaving	
long,	sharp,	white	lines	scored	into	the	translucent	membrane.	The	nine	panel	
surfaces	were	constructed	on	the	floor	and	immediately	exposed	to	the	dramas	
of	destructive	 forces.	Crumpling,	 tearing	–	allowing	 tears	 to	happen	–	 folding	
and	creasing,	twisting	and	then	ironing	and	settling,	brought	forth	a	landscape	
as	 impossible	 to	 fully	 measure	 or	 predict	 as	 the	 geological	 crust.	 The	
translucency	of	the	paper	and	penetration	of	the	markings	cured	the	drawing	
of	 the	blindness	 that	alienates	 front	 from	back.	On	 the	wall,	 this	 translucency	
made	 it	 possible	 to	 apply	 a	 sub‐stratum,	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 single	 colour,	 over	
which	the	skin‐like	surfaces	float	(figure	3).	
	
Figure	3.	Sharon	Jewell,	2013.	Map	1.	Tracing	paper,	card.	210	X	210cm	
The	drawings	are	distinctly	topographical.	In	the	absence	of	horizon,	boundary	
or	composition	they	decline	to	offer	a	point	of	reference	that	defines	a	situation	
from	 which	 the	 work	 was	 executed.	 The	 vanishing	 point	 is	 infinite,	 but	 the	
tactility	 of	 the	 surface,	 as	 in	 Khedoori’s	 works,	 brings	 the	 drawings	 into	 an	
intimate	 proximity.	 Nearness	 and	 distance	 borrow	 from	 each	 other,	 inform	
each	other.	Distance	contracts	 into	a	 fold,	 the	 fold	escapes	 into	 immeasurable	
vastness.	The	line	this	drawing	casts	is	not	between	itself	and	a	world	outside,	
but	between	its	close	body	and	its	far	body,	substantively	related.		
It	 is	 at	 this	 moment,	 where	 the	 site	 of	 drawing	 becomes	 intensive,	 that	 the	
where	and	the	what	are	linked	in	mutual	dependence.	But	there	is	another	side	
to	 this	 analysis	 that	 cannot	 be	 ignored.	 The	 drawings,	 as	 already	 suggested,	
appear	 uncannily	 like	 maps,	 or	 satellite	 images	 of	 the	 earth’s	 surface.	 Crisp	
folds	 look	 suddenly	 like	 rifts	 and	 valleys;	 seams	 where	 paper	 is	 torn	 and	
rejoined	are	the	winding	lines	of	rivers.	Radiating	creases,	where	the	paper	was	
twisted	and	then	flattened	are	 the	cracks	and	ridges	breaking	 the	earth	away	
around	 a	 volcanic	 core.	 In	 short,	 having	 attained	 my	 site	 as	 an	 intensive	
contraction	 to	 the	drawing	 surface,	 it	 now	begins	 to	unravel,	 to	 open	 rapidly	
outwards,	further	and	further	to	the	sky	and	beyond.	It	is	as	though,	no	longer	
able	 to	maintain	my	 stability	 on	 this	 papery	 estate,	 the	 only	 alternative	 is	 a	
spiriting	away,	thousands	of	metres	above	the	ground.		
I	recently	took	photographs	from	the	window	of	a	plane	and	noticed	how	the	
patterns	 below,	 once	 away	 from	 the	 agricultural	 patchwork,	 resembled	 the	
tracing	paper	drawings.	Yet	the	distance	of	the	land	from	my	site	of	observation	
was	infinitely	further	than	the	drawings	had	been,	not	least	of	all	because	of	the	
artificial	 environment	 in	which	 I	 was	 situated,	 a	 site	 sealed	 off	 equally	 from	
both	 land	 and	 sky.	 Yet	 there	 it	 was,	 undeniably	 similar,	 seen	 from	 a	 site	
extended	beyond	all	reach.	It	occurred	to	me,	then,	that	intensive	and	extensive	
sites	are	partners	that	continually	find	and	lose	each	other,	the	recognition	of	
which	is	a	navigational	tool,	in	a	topology	that	expands	and	contracts	between	
the	landscape,	memory	and	imagination.		
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